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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-5, 11, 12, 15-17, 19, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Bellegarda et al. 

As per claim 1, Bellegarda et al. discloses a machine-readable medium having 
instructions stored thereon for executing by a processor to implement a computer 
program providing a language model service shareable among handlers for input 
devices (C.1. lines 25-28), comprising: 

a pre-processing mode of operation (Fig. 1 training mode, Fig. 2 training mode, 
C.3. lines 64-67-the first steps in the training mode are processed before the 
decoding/correction mode, thereby interpreted as a pre-processing mode of operation) 
in which the language model service (Fig. 1 items 28, 30, 32, 34, 36a, 38a are language 
model services, C.7.lines 9-11, 17-19, C.8.lines 24, 25, Fig. 2 item 58a-is the language 
model service) is designed to receive a range within a document (text produced by 
speech or handwriting recognizer, CJ.Iines 15-17, C.8.lines 17, 18, 23, 24-the 
parameters specify the range within the document to be received) from a handler for an 
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input device (Fig. 1 items 12, 24, 26-are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, 
Fig 2 items 24, 26, 12 are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, C.5.lines 19-21, 
25-30) and in response provide to the handler (C. 10. lines 22, 23-the handler being the 
user interface application program interface (API)) advice regarding text under 
consideration by the handler to insert within the document at the range (C. 5. lines 25-30, 
dO.lines 20-24-the candidate word is inserted at the given range), based on the 
context of the document within the range (C. 8. lines 23-27-the document range is "The 
phone rings"); and, 

a correction mode of operation (Fig. 1 -decoding section, Fig 2 decoding section, 
C.2.lines 32-34-the decoding entails the correction of wrongly inserted words) in which 
the language model service (Fig. 2 item 58a) is designed to supervise correction over a 
range of text within a document (C.1 1 .lines 38-41 -in accordance with the language 
model service correction and most probable words are obtained) in which a number of 
different handlers for a number of different input devices were initially responsible for 
insertion of the text (C.1 1. line 40, Fig 2 items 24, 26), such that the language model 
service solicits suggestions from the different handlers (C.1 1 .Ines 20-22-the features 
are solicited to the language model service) and based thereon determines text 
corrections (C.8. lines 28, 29-the highest probability from the language model 
determines the correct word, C. 10. lines 18-21). 

As per claim 2, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , upon 
which claim 2 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 
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the advice provided by the language model service (C.4. lines 14-21 -the word 
models provide advice-probabilities) to the handler for the input device in the pre- 
processing mode of operation comprises a best path through a lattice (C. 8. lines 24-26, 
33, 34 "the phone drinks" and "the phone drinks" using the 3-gram model-the tri-gram 
model with the choices "rings, drinks and shrinks" indicate the lattice paths available, 
and by the score/probability the best path is determined, C. 9. lines 1-8-best path 
choices), maintained by the language model service (C.8. lines 23-26). 

As per claim 3, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , upon 
which claim 3 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the text corrections determined by the language model service in the correction 
mode of operation are made by the language model service itself (C.1 1 .lines 38-40-the 
language model service "LM 58a" without the handler determines the most probable 
word which is interpreted as the correction or correct choice). 

As per claims 4, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , upon 
which claim 4 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the text corrections determined by the language model service in the correction 
mode of operation are returned to the different handlers such that the different handlers 
are requested to make the text corrections themselves (C.2.lines 30-35-the error 
identified during decoding by the language model service is returned to the handler-user 
interface-for the correction to be made). 

As per claim 5, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , upon 
which claim 5 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 
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the suggestions solicited by the language model service (C.1 Lines 20-22-the 
features are solicited to the language model service) from the different handlers (Fig. 2 
items 24, 26) in the correction mode of operation (Fig. 2 decoding) comprise paths 
through lattices (C.8.lines 24-26, 33, 34 "the phone drinks" and "the phone drinks" using 
the 3-gram model-the tri-gram model with the choices "rings, drinks and shrinks" 
indicate the lattice paths available, and by the score/probability the best path is 
determined, C.9.lines 1-8-best path choices) maintained by the different handlers 
(C.6. lines 32, 33-the one or more feature vectors comprise paths, CJ.Iines 1-5). 

As per claim 11, Bellegarda et al. discloses a computer-implemented method 
(C.3. lines 59-61) comprising: 

receiving by a language model service (Fig. 1 items 28, 30, 32, 34, 36a, 38a are 
language model services, C.7. lines 9-11,1 7-1 9, C.8. lines 24, 25, Fig. 2 item 58a-is the 
identified language model service) in a pre-processing mode of operation (Fig. 1 training 
mode, Fig. 2 training mode, C.3.lines 64, 67-the first steps in the training mode are 
processed before the decoding/correction mode, thereby interpreted as a pre- 
processing mode of operation) a range within a document (C. 5. lines 25-30, C.IO.Iines 
20-24-the candidate word is inserted at the given range) from a handler for an input 
device (Fig. 1 items 24, 26, 12-are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, Fig 2 
items 24, 26, 12 are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, C.S.Iines 19-21, 25- 
30); 
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generating by the language model service advice regarding text under 
consideration by the handler to insert within the document at the range (C.5.lines 25-30, 
dO.lines 20-24-the candidate word-the advice- is inserted at the given range); 

providing by the language model service the advice to the handler (C.4. lines 14- 
21 -the word models provide advice-probabilities to the handler-C. 10. lines 19-24-the 
user interface being the handler including a word processing program). 

As per claim 12, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 11, upon 
which claim 12 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

determining by the handler the text under consideration to insert within the 
document at the range (C. 10. lines 19-24-the candidate word is considered by the 
handler as a recognized message to be displayed, the range is given by, C.8.lines 23- 
26) based on the advice provided by the language model service (C.4. lines 14-21 -the 
word models provide advice-probabilities to the handler-C. 10.lines 19-24-the user 
interface being the handler including a word processing program); and, 

inserting by the handler the text under consideration within the document at the 
range (C. 10. lines 19-24-the word processing program has the word inserted at the 
range, C.8.lines 23-26). 

As per claim 15, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 1 , upon 
which claim 15 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the advice provided by the language model service (CAIines 14-21-the word 
models provide advice-probabilities) to the handler for the input device in the pre- 
processing mode of operation comprises a best path through a lattice (C.8.lines 24-26, 
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33, 34 "the phone drinks" and "the phone drinks" using the 3-gram model-the tri-gram 
model with the choices "rings, drinks and shrinks" indicate the lattice paths available, 
and by the score/probability the best path is determined, C. 9. lines 1-8-best path 
choices), maintained by the language model service (C. 8. lines 23-26). 

As per claim 16, Bellegarda et al. discloses a computer-implement method 
(C.3.lines 59-61) comprising: 

soliciting suggestions over a range of text within a document by a language 
model service (C.1 1 .Ines 20-22-the features are solicited to the language model 
service) in a correction mode of operation (Fig. 2 decoding) in which a number of 
different handlers (Fig. 2 items 12, 24, 26) for a number of different input devices (Fig. 2 
items 14, 16, 20, 22) were initially responsible for inserting of the text (C. 6. lines 32, 33 
"Processor 24 ..."-which is a handler initially inserts the character text, CJ.Iines 1-4); 

receiving the suggestions by the language model service (C.1 1 .Ines 20-22-the 
features are solicited to the language model service-thereby receiving the suggestions) 
from the different handlers (Fig. 2 items 24, 26); and 

determining corrections to the text by the language model service based on the 
suggestions received from the different handlers corrections (C.8. lines 28, 29-the 
highest probability from the language model determines the correct word, C. 10. lines 18- 
21).. 

As per claim 17, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 16, upon 
which claim 17 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 
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making the corrections by the language model itself (C.8. lines 28, 29-the highest 
probability from the language model determines the correct word, dO.lines 18-21). 

As per claim 19, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 16, upon 
which claim 19 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

receiving the corrections by the different handlers from the language model 
service (C.2.lines 30-35-the error identified during decoding by the language model 
service is returned to the handler, user interface for the correction to be made); and, 

making the corrections by the different handlers themselves (C.2. lines 30-34, 
C.IO.Iines 19-24-the user interface/handler, word processing program through the use 
of an input device makes the correction itself). 

As per claim 22, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 16, upon 
which claim 22 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the suggestions solicited by the language model service (C.1 1 .Ines 20-22-the 
features are solicited to the language model service) from the different handlers (Fig. 2 
items 24, 26) comprise paths through lattices (C.8.lines 24-26, 33, 34 "the phone drinks" 
and "the phone drinks" using the 3-gram model-the tri-gram model with the choices 
"rings, drinks and shrinks" indicate the lattice paths available, and by the 
score/probability the best path is determined, C.9.lines 1-8-best path choices) 
maintained by the different handlers (C.6. lines 32, 33-the one or more feature vectors 
comprise paths, C.7.lines 1-5). 

As per claim 23, Bellegarda et al. discloses a computerized system comprising: 
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a plurality of handlers, each handler for an input device and able to enter text into 
a document (Fig. 1 items 24, 26, 12-are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, 
Fig 2 items 24, 26, 12 are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, C.5.lines 19-21, 
25-30); and, 

a language model service sharable among the plurality of handlers, comprising: 
a pre-processing mode of operation (Fig. 1 training mode, Fig. 2 training mode, 
C.3.lines 64, 67-the first steps in the training mode are processed before the 
decoding/correction mode, thereby interpreted as a pre-processing mode of operation) 
in which the language model service (Fig. 1 items 28, 30, 32, 34, 36a, 38a are language 
model services, CJ.Iines 9-11, 17-19, C.8.lines 24, 25, Fig. 2 item 58a-is the identified 
language model service) is designed to receive a range within a document (CJ.Iines 
15-17, C.8. lines 17, 18, 23, 24-the parameters specify the range within the document to 
be received) from a handler (Fig. 1 items 24, 26, 12-are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are 
input devices, Fig 2 items 24, 26, 12 are handlers) and in response provide to the 
handler (C. 10. lines 22, 23-the handler being the user interface application program 
interface (API)) advice regarding text under consideration by the handler to insert within 
the document at the range (C.5.lines 25-30, C.IO.Iines 20-24-the candidate word is 
inserted at the given range), based on the context of the document within the range 
(C. 8. lines 23-27-the document range "The phone rings"); and, 

a correction mode of operation (Fig. 1 -decoding section, Fig 2 decoding section, 
C. 2. lines 32-34-the decoding entails the correction of wrongly inserted words) in which 
the language model service (Fig. 2 items 58a) is designed to supervise correction over 
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a range of text within a document (C.1 1 .lines 38-41 -in accordance with the language 
model service correction and most probable words are obtained) in which more than 
one of the plurality of handlers were initially responsible for insertion of the text, 
(C.1 1. lines 40, Fig 2 items 24, 26), such that the language model service solicits 
suggestions from the different handlers (C.1 1 .Ines 20-22-the features are solicited to the 
language model service) and based thereon determines text corrections (C.8. lines 28, 
29-the highest probability from the language model determines the correct word, 
dO.lines 18-21). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 6-10, 13, 14, 18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bellegarda et al. in view of DeStefano et al. (US Patent No. 
6,308,187 filed Feb. 9,1998). 

Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. are analogous art in that they both involve 
electronic information processing. 

As per claim 6, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , upon 
which claim 6 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the language model service interacts with a framework to access the document 
(C.14.lines 1-1 1 -the framework being the neural network, as defined by Newton's 
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Telecom Dictionary to include multiple processors/applications and 
generalizing/abstracting data for a data source to solve a problem or correct an error by 
owning applications including, handwritten applications and spoken applications, the 
recognition inherently necessitates accessing the document). 
Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the language model service interacts with a common text framework to access 
the document. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having a 
common text framework (Fig. 2 item 38-Window APIs, Graphic APIs, Tasking APIs and 
I/O APIs, C.6.lines 24-27, which takes collections of information included as common 
text, and generates an abstraction thereof, CJ.Iines 28-34, C.8.lines 26-29). Therefore, 
at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to combine Bellegarda et al. 
with DeStefano et al. The motivation would have been to operate on multiple text 
applications common to the handlers, which would enhance the Integrated Speech and 
Writing Interface (ISWI) modeling, by enabling the ISWI to interact with multiple 
applications. 

As per claim 7, Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. disclose all of the 
limitations of claim 6, upon which claim 7 depends. Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the language model service accesses the document through an abstraction of 
the document exposed by an owning application via the common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document (C.7. lines 28-30) exposed by an owning application, via a 



Application/Control Number: 09/557,741 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2654 

common text framework (C.8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data item is owned by it's 
application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 2 item 38). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
operate on multiple text applications abstracts common to the handlers, which would 
enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing Interface modeling, by enabling the ISWI to 
interact with an appropriate application. 

As per claim 8, Bellegarda et al. discloses a machine readable medium having 
instructions stored thereon for execution by a processor to implement a computer 
program providing a language model service shareable among handlers for input 
devices, comprising: 

a pre-processing mode of operation (Fig. 1 training mode, Fig. 2 training mode, 
C.3.lines 64, 67) in which the language model service Fig. 2 item 58a-is the language 
model service) is designed to receive from a handler for an input device Fig. 1 items 24, 
26, 12-are handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, Fig 2 items 24, 26, 12 are 
handlers, items 16, 22, 20 are input devices, C.S.Iines 19-21 , 25-30) a range within a 
document of an owning application (C.5.lines 25-30, C. 10. lines 20-24-the candidate 
word is inserted at the given range, C.6. lines 26, 27, 34-37-the owning application is the 
electronic tablet application for handwriting). 

in response provide to the handler (C. 10. lines 22, 23-the handler being the user 
interface application program interface (API)) advice regarding text under consideration 
by the handler to insert within the document at the range (C.5.lines 25-30, C.IO.Iines 
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20-24-the candidate word is inserted at the given range), based on the context of the 
document within the range (C.8. lines 23-27-the document range "The phone rings"); 
and, 

a correction mode of operation (Fig. 1 -decoding section, Fig 2 decoding section, 
C.2.lines 32-34-the decoding entails the correction of wrongly inserted words) in which 
the language model service (Fig. 2 item 58a) is designed to supervise correction over a 
range of text within a document (C.1 1 .lines 38-41 -in accordance with the language 
model service correction and most probable words are obtained) in which a number of 
different handlers for a number of different input devices were initially responsible for 
insertion of the text (C.1 1 .line 40, Fig 2 items 24, 26), such that the language model 
service solicits suggestions from the different handlers (C.1 1 .Ines 20-22-the features 
are solicited to the language model service) and based thereon determines text 
corrections (C. 8. lines 28, 29-the highest probability from the language model 
determines the correct word, C. 10. lines 18-21). 

Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

access to which (a range within a document) is through an abstraction thereof as 
exposed by an owning application 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document (C.7. lines 28-30) exposed by an owning application, via a 
common text framework (C.8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data item is owned by it's 
application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 2 item 38). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to combine 
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Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
operate on multiple text applications abstracts common to the handlers, which would 
enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing Interface modeling, by enabling the ISWI to 
correct an appropriate application. 

As per claim 9, Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. disclose all of the 
limitations of claim 8, upon which claim 9 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the text corrections determined by the language model service in the correction 
model service in the correction mode of operation are made by the language model 
service itself (C.1 1 .lines 38-40-the language model service "LM 58a" without the 
handler determines the most probable word which is interpreted as the correction or 
correct choice). 

Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the text corrections determined by the language model service in the correction 
model service in the correction mode of operation are made by the language model 
service itself via the common text framework through the abstraction of the document 
exposed by the owning application. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C.7. lines 28-30-owning application, C.8.lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
2 item 38). Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to 
combine Bellegarda et al. with DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have 
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been to enable the language model, with a high probability of message recognition, to 
determine the if corrections of multiple text applications abstracts through the 
framework, common to handlers, was acceptable for message recognition, which would 
enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing Interface modeling, by enabling the ISWI to 
correct an appropriate application. 

As per claim 10, Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. disclose all of the 
limitations of claim 8, upon which claim 10 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

the text corrections determined by the language model service in the correction 
mode of operation are returned to the different handlers such that the different handlers 
are requested to make the text corrections themselves (C. 2. lines 30-35-the error 
identified during decoding by the language model service is returned to the handler, 
user interface for the correction to be made). 

Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the text corrections determined by the language model service in the correction 
mode of operation are returned to the different handlers such that the different handlers 
are requested to make the text corrections themselves, such that the different handlers 
make the text corrections via the common text framework through the abstraction of the 
document exposed by the owning application. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C.7.lines 28-30-owning application, C.8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
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2 item 38). Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to 
combine Bellegarda et al. with DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to enable the handlers, from the language model service, with a high probability of 
message recognition, to determine the if corrections of multiple text applications 
abstracts through the framework, common to the handlers, was acceptable for message 
recognition, which would enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing Interface 
modeling. 

As per claim 13, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 12, upon 
which claim 13 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses: 

inserting by the handler the text under consideration within the document at the 
range (C.2. lines 30-35-the error identified during decoding by the language model 
service is returned to the handler-user interface-for the where the insertion is made). 

Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

inserting by the handler the text under consideration within the document at the 
range comprises so inserting the text at the range via a common text framework through 
an abstraction of the document as exposed by an owning application. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C. 7. lines 28-30-owning application, C.8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
2 item 38). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
combine Bellegarda et al. with DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have 
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been to insert the corrections into the appropriate application, through a set of 
applications linked to the programs that determine the corrections.. 

As per claim 14, Bellegarda etal. discloses all of the limitations of claim 11, upon 
which claim 14 depends. Bellegarda et al. further discloses providing by the language 
model service the advice to the handler comprises: 

accessing text within the range of the document (C. 7. lines 15-17, C.8. lines 17, 
18, 23, 24-the parameters specify the range within the document to be received, 
C.8.lines 23-26). 

Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

accessing text within the range of the document via a common text framework 
through an abstraction of the document as exposed by an owning application thereof via 
the common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C. 7. lines 28-30-owning application, C.8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
2 item 38). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
combine Bellegarda et al. with DeStefano. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to access text belonging to an appropriate application in within a common text set of 
applications. 

As per claim 18, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 17, upon 
which claim 18 depends. Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 
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the corrections are made by the language model service via a common text 
framework through an abstraction of the document as exposed by an owning application 
via the common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C. 7. lines 28-30-owning application, C.8.lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
2 item 38). Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to 
combine Bellegarda et al. with DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to enable the language model, with a high probability of message recognition, to 
make the corrections of multiple text applications abstracts through the framework, 
which would enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing Interface modeling, by 
providing corrections to a common base of applications. 

As per claim 20, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 19, upon 
which claim 20 depends. Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the corrections are made by the language model service via a common text 
framework through an abstraction of the document as exposed by an owning application 
via the common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C.7.lines 28-30-owning application, C.8.lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
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2 item 38). Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to 
combine Bellegarda et al. with DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to enable the handlers, from the language model service, with a high probability of 
message recognition, to make the corrections of multiple text applications abstracts 
through the framework, common to the handlers, and acceptable for message 
recognition, which would enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing Interface 
modeling, by providing corrections to a common base of applications. 

As per claim 21, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 16, upon 
which claim 21 depends. Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

access to the range of text of the document by the language model service and 
the different handlers is through an abstraction thereof as exposed by an owning 
application via a common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document (C.7.lines 28-30) exposed by an owning application, via a 
common text framework (C.8.lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data item is owned by it's 
application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 2 item 38). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
operate on multiple text applications abstracts common to the handlers and the 
language model service, which would enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing 
Interface modeling, by providing access to the processors capable of making a 
correction to abstractions of a common base of applications. 
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As per claim 24, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 23, upon 
which claim 24 depends. Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the plurality of handlers and the language model service interacts with a common 
text framework to access the document. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document (C.7. lines 28-30) exposed by an owning application, via a 
common text framework (C. 8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data item is owned by it's 
application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 2 item 38). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
operate on multiple text applications abstracts common to the handlers and the 
language model service, which would enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing 
Interface modeling, by providing access to the processors capable of making a 
correction to abstractions of a common base of applications. 

As per claim 25, Bellegarda et al. discloses all of the limitations of claim 23, upon 
which claim 24 depends. Bellegarda et al. does not disclose: 

the plurality of handlers and the language model service accesses the document 
through an abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application via the 
common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the art, DeStefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document (C. 7. lines 28-30) exposed by an owning application, via a 
common text framework (C.8.lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data item is owned by it's 
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application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 2 item 38). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bellegarda et al. and DeStefano et al. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
operate on multiple text applications abstracts common to the handlers and the 
language model service, which would enhance the Integrated Speech and Writing 
Interface modeling, by providing access to the processors capable of making a 
correction to abstractions of a common base of applications, and applying the correction 
to the appropriate application. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Carlson et al. (US Patent No. 6,052,525 April 18, 2000) teaches correcting 
errors through a framework. 

Imai et al. (US Patent No. 6,393,398 filed Nov. 22, 1999) teaches having a 
bi-gram model which generates a word lattice. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lamont M Spooner whose telephone number is 
703/305-8661. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Talivaldis Smits can be reached on 703/306-301 1 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9197 (toll-free). 



Ims 

05/07/04 




TALIVALDIS IVARS SMITS 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



